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Abstract 
The present study aimed at comparing English and Persian narrative texts in terms of manner of expressing of relational 
attributive clauses based on (Halliday, 2004). Accordingly, it incorporated a corpus of 400 clauses: 200 from English and 200 in 
Persian in order to find out the possible similarities and differences regarding three components of Halliday’s “transitivity 
process”, namely: the process, participants and circumstances. Relational clauses in English system are classified into three main 
types: ‘intensive’, ‘possessive’, and ‘circumstantial’; each one has its own sub-categories: ‘attributive’ and ‘identifying’. 
Frequencies and percentages of linguistic data were calculated for attributive relational clauses by using descriptive and 
inferential analysis. The analysis showed overall similarities across both English and Persian regarding relational attributive 
clauses. However, some differences were found in terms of manner of expressing, the position and number of participants, and 
the kind of processes. Although the employed statistical operations showed that these differences are not statistically significant. 
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
Peer-review under responsibility of Academic World Research and Education Center. 
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1.  Introduction 
In the 1960s, Halliday developed a systematic and comprehensive theory of language, called “Systemic-
Functional Grammar (SFG)”, and published his book “An Introduction to Functional Grammar” in 1985 and 1994. 
Many scholars also published a number of books and papers on systemic grammar. The research of Systemic 
Functional Grammar began in 1970s and became popular in the late 1980s. In a functional grammar, a language is 
interpreted as a System of meanings can be realized.   
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(Halliday, 1985) “Functional Grammar aims to reveal that language is a mean of social interaction, based on the 
position that language system and the forms that make it up are inescapably determined by the uses or functions 
which they serve.” The functions of language are the most important things in Functional Grammar. In this view, 
language is a resource for making meanings and hence grammar is a resource for creating meaning by means of 
wording (Halliday & Matthiessen, 1999, p.3). In Functional (Halliday, 1994) describes three metafunctions of 
language.  
l. Ideational meaning or clause as representation. Representational meaning means what the clause is about 
(Halliday, 1994: 309). This meaning is influenced by the field of discourse and realized through wording by 
Transitivity system “The field of discourse refers to what is happening, to the nature of the social action that is 
taking place: what is it that the participants are engaged in, in which the language figures as some essential 
component” (M.A.K and Hasan, 1997:12). 
2. Interpersonal meaning or clause as exchange. It is expressed by mood structures. It deals with what the clause 
is doing as a verbal process between speaker/ writer and audience (Halliday, 1994: 309). This meaning is influenced 
by the tenor of discourse. 
3. Textual meaning or clause as message. Theme structures express the organization of the message. It learns 
how the clause relates to the surrounding discourse, and to the context of situation (Halliday, 1994: 309). Textual 
meaning is influenced by mode of discourse.  
One of the major grammatical systems is TRANSITIVITY, the resource for construing our experience the flux of 
‘goings-on’, as structural configurations; each consisting of a process, the participants involved in the process, and 
circumstances attendant on it.” As different types of processes are used in the analysis, so the concentration is being 
made on describing the different types of processes and their associated configurations of particular roles (Halliday 
2004, p. 170). Halliday (2004, p.175) views in addition to a material and mental processes – the outer and inner 
aspects of our experience, a third component has to be supplied, before this can become a coherent theory of 
experience. We learn to generalize – to relate one fragment of experience to another.  This is the same as that; this is 
a kind of the other. Here, the grammar recognizes processes of a third type, those of identifying and classifying; we 
call these relational process clauses. What is the status of a figure, as set up in the grammar of a clause? A figure 
consists, in principle, of three components: 
1 a process unfolding through time 
2 the participants involved in the process 
3 circumstances associated with the process 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1  Central and peripheral elements in the experiential structure of the clause 
 
Transitivity specifies the different types of process that are recognized in the language, and the structures by 
which they are expressed.” (Halliday, 1985) Transitivity is a semantic system. Its purpose is to divide something 
around people into several processes involving participants and circumstantial elements. Halliday contents that 
Circumstances 
Participant 
Process 
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transitivity includes six processes: (a) Material process. (b) Mental process. (c) Relational process. (d) Behavioral 
process. (e) Verbal process. (f) Existential process.  
(a) Material Process: process of doing 
Material process is a process of doing. The process usually consists of verb, actor (logical subject) and goal (noun 
or pronoun). Material Processes express the notion that some entity ‘does' something- which may be done ‘to' some 
other entity (Halliday, 1985)  
(b) Mental Process: process of thinking 
Mental process is a process of thinking involving perception (see, look), reaction (like, fear) and cognition 
(knowing, believing, and understanding) and so on. Mental process has two participants: sensor and phenomenon. 
Sensor refers to the person who perceives and phenomenon is the something that is perceived by the sensor. 
Phenomenon includes concrete person or objects, abstract things, happened events and so on. 
(c) Relational Process: process of being  
Relational process is a process of being. Actually, relational process is a very complex type of process, which 
covers the many different ways that ‘being’ is expressed (Eggins 1994). However, in this analysis, we only refer two 
simple types; they are attributive process and identifying process. In the attributive process, the participants are 
attribute and carrier.  
In the identifying process, the participants are identified and identifier. 
(d) Behavioral Process: process of behaving 
Behavioral process is a process of behaving, such as breathe, dream, smile, laugh, cry, and cough. The basic 
components of the process are “behaver” and “process”. This point is similar to the mental process, but different 
from the material process. Bloor and Bloor (1995) described behavioral process as the grey area between Material 
and Mental processes. 
(e) Verbal Process: process of saying 
Verbal process is a process of saying. “Saying” has to be interpreted in a rather broad sense; it covers any kind of 
symbolic exchange of meaning. The verbal words are “tell, say, talk, describe, boast, praise”. The verbalization 
itself is called the verbiage. 
(f) Existential Process: process of existing 
Existential process is a process of existing. In every existential process, it must have an “Existent”. “There” has 
no representational function. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Different types of clauses, taken from Halliday (2004) 
 
Relational processes are concerned with the process of being in the world of abstract relations. An abstract 
relationship that exists between two participants associated with the process is considered. They are being ones but 
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not in an existing sense. They have two modes (attributive and identifying) and three main types intensive, 
circumstantial, possessive. The relational process is attribute process does not allow the participants to be reversed 
Halliday (1994:119-138) classifies relational processes (including those expressed by copula verbs) into two main 
categories of meaning, or modes: 
· Attributive: ‘x is a member of the class of a’ 
e.g. ‘She is wise’, ‘She is a poet’ 
· Identifying: ‘x is identified by a’, ‘a serves to define the identity of x’ 
‘Alice is the clever one’; ‘The clever one is Alice’ 
‘Tom is the leader’; ‘The leader is Tom’ 
These apply to each of the three types of relational process that he recognizes (Halliday1994:119): 
· Intensive: ‘x is a’ 
· Circumstantial: ‘x is at a’ (where at represents a range of prepositions) 
· Possessive: ‘x has a’ 
The examples given under attributive and identifying above are of the intensive type. Identifying clauses are a 
subtype of relational clause in which one participant in the clause, expressed in a nominal group (NG), serves to fix 
the identity of a second participant, also expressed in a nominal group. 
Extensive research has been conducted on Systemic Functional Grammar of Halliday (Bell, 2000; Bilal, 2012; 
Toolan, 2001; Praxedes Filho, 2004; R. Hassan, 1988; Munday, 2001; Meider, 2004; Fuzer and Barros, 2009; 
Halliday and Matthiessen , 2004;  Fleischman’s, 2003; Helan and Jitka, 2012;  Nwogu, 1997; Jalilfar, 2010; Martin, 
Matthiessen& Painter, 1997; Ravelli, 2003; Knowels et al, 2006; Kamhi and Johnston, 1982). While these studies 
have described and developed the construct of clause as representation, there is little research on the English 
system’s three main types of attributive relational clause – ‘intensive’, ‘possessive’ and ‘circumstantial’;  
As regards the theory of Halliday in Persian is generally considered as a model but there isn’t any research so far 
that investigated attributive relational clauses. In this study the researcher has made a comparison between Gorge 
Orwell’s “Animal farm” and it’s translation from the transitivity point of view as an indicator of the writer’s style to 
assess the degree of translated text closeness/farness to that of original text. The present research, aims at showing 
the possible similarities and differences between the manner of expressing attributive relational clauses in English 
and Persian narrative texts based on Halliday. It tries to find the similarities and differences between these two 
languages. The results of this study may be utilized to develop improved training models for language teachers and 
students, translators, material developers, writers, readers, university constructors, etc. 
2.Research Questions 
1- Is there any difference between English attributive - intensive relational clauses and their Persian translations 
in terms of process, participant, and circumstances?   
2- Is there any difference between English attributive – possessive relational clauses and their Persian translations 
in terms of process, participant, and circumstances?   
3- Is there any difference between English attributive – circumstantial relational clauses and their Persian 
translations in terms of process, participant, and circumstances?   
3.Research Hypothesizes 
1-There is no meaningful difference between English attributive - intensive relational clauses and their Persian 
translations in terms of process, participant, and circumstances.   
2-There is no meaningful difference between English attributive –possessive relational clauses and their Persian 
translations in terms of process, participant, and circumstances.   
3-There is no meaningful difference between English attributive – circumstantial relational clauses and their 
Persian translations in terms of process, participant, and circumstances. 
4. Methodology: 
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4.1. The corpus 
Animal farm is a famous and Controversial novel by George Orwell. In this novel, the animals all begin to follow 
the precepts of Animalism, rise up against the humans, take over the farm, and rename the place: Animal Farm. 
Analyzing the attributive relational clauses of novel of animal farm by George Orwell within framework of 
Halliday’s functional approach is the purpose of the research. The material in this study consisted of a corpus of 400 
clauses: 200 from English clauses and 200 translated versions in Persian. The rational for the selection of the 
sentences was their easy access, simplicity and fluency of the author book. 
4.2. Procedures of data analysis 
The following steps were taken to analyze the data according to the criteria and concepts introduced by Halliday 
(2004): 
First, the researcher chose one of the Orwell’s stories by the name of “The animal farm”. The researcher analyzed 
the story and its translation based on Transitivity Patterns of Halliday’s Systemic Functional Grammar. The source 
text (English) and Target text (Persian) were juxtaposed and contrasted clause by clause. The researcher, first, 
divided each text into clauses and based on the functional considerations introduced by Halliday (2004), each clause 
is classified into a category. Then, the two texts are compared clause by clause to find out three components of 
Halliday’s “transitivity process”, namely: the process, participants and circumstances and three main types of 
attributive relational clauses – ‘intensive’, ‘possessive’ and ‘circumstantial’. In the next step, the similarities and 
differences between English and Persian attributive relational clauses were described and analyzed. By using SPSS 
software, the number and frequency of attributive relational processes in the two texts are obtained. Then, the 
descriptions are presented in some tables. To investigate the relationship between attributive relational clauses in 
English and Persian texts, Chi-square test was employed to show whether the similarities and differences are 
meaningful or not. 
5.Results   
In the present research, both English and Persian texts are juxtaposed and clauses are compared regarding three 
components of Halliday’s “transitivity process”, namely: the process, participants and circumstances in attributive 
relational clauses which are categorized following Halliday (2004) into three main types: intensive, circumstantial, 
possessive. Therefore, we are going to find the similarities and differences between English and Persian in these 
three types of relational clauses in terms of process, participants and circumstances.  
Table 1-1 shows the frequency of attributive clauses in English and its Persian translation.                                               
Table 1 Frequency of Attributive relational clauses in English and Persian 
 
 
                          
 
 
 
 
  
In this table both in English and Persian intensive clauses are more than other types. In English 151 of all clauses 
are intensive and in Persian this amount is 139. Possessive and circumstantial clauses are not used as frequently as 
intensive clauses both in English and Persian.  
Investigating the research questions: 
Q1- Is there any difference between English attributive - intensive relational clauses and their Persian translations 
in terms of process, participant, and circumstances?   
Table 1-2 shows the frequency of Attributive- intensive clauses in English and its Persian translation.                             
 Frequency Percent 
 English Persian English Persian 
intensive 151 139 84.84 78.1 
possessive 23 35 12.92 19.66 
 circumstantial 4 4 2.24 2.24 
   total 178 178 100 100 
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Table 2 Frequency of Attributive - intensive relational clauses in English and Persian 
circumstance process participant  
20 132 131 same 
1 4 4 different 
 
      As revealed in the above table, as far as “Attributive - intensive clauses” are concerned; we could find both 
similarities and differences between English and Persian. For example it was found that in 131 cases, there is no 
difference between the two contrasted languages in terms of the participants in clauses, (see appendix example1). 
While in 4 cases, it was found that the manner of expressing was not the same, (see appendix example2). Regarding 
Process, it can be seen that in132 cases, there is no difference between the two contrasted languages, (see appendix, 
example 3).While in 4 cases; it was found that the manner of expressing was not the same, (see appendix, example 
4). Regarding circumstances, it is shown that in 20 cases, there is no difference between the two contrasted 
languages, (see appendix, example 5).  While in at least one case; it was found that the manner of expressing was 
not the same, (see appendix, example 6). In order to see whether these differences are meaningful or not, Chi- 
Square is employed. Inferential statistics included here.  
 
Table  3 Frequency of Attributive - intensive relational clauses in English and Persian 
 
 Observed N Expected N Residual 
 
English 
75 72.0 3.0 
 
Persian 
69 72.0 -3.0 
Total 144   
 
Test Statistics 
 Int 
Chi-Square .250a 
df 1 
Asymp.Sig. .617 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 72.0. 
 
With regard to the chi-square test (table 1-3), it can be said the level of significance is 0617. Since the values of 
Chi-square obtained for the different types of attributive intensive were more than 0/05, it was concluded that the 
differences aren’t statistically meaningful. That is, there is no meaningful difference between English and Persian in 
the manner of expressing attributive intensive relation clauses. In other words, English and Persian have employed 
almost the same linguistic materials to express process, participants and circumstances. 
Q2- Is there any difference between English attributive – possessive relational clauses and their Persian 
translations in terms of process, participant, and circumstances?   
The frequency of Attributive- Possessive clauses in English its Persian translation is shown in table 1-4.                         
Table 4 Frequency of Attributive - possessive relational clauses in English and Persian 
circumstance process participant  
4 19 19 same 
3 16 16 different 
As observed in the above table, as far as Attributive-possessive clauses are concerned, we could find both 
similarities and differences between English and Persian. For example regarding Participants, it was found that in 19 
cases, there is no difference between the two contrasted languages, (see appendix, example 7). While in 16 cases; it 
was found that the manner of expressing was not the same, (see appendix, example 8). It can be seen that in 19 
cases, there is no difference between the two contrasted languages in term of the possessive in clauses, (see 
appendix, example 9). While in 16 cases; it was found that the manner of expressing was not the same, (see 
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appendix, example 10). Regarding circumstances, it can be observed that in 4 cases, there is no difference between 
the two contrasted languages, (see appendix, example 11). While in 3 cases; it was found that the manner of 
expressing was not the same, (see appendix, example 12). Table 1-5 shows inferential statistics to deal with the 
second question. Chi-Square test is used to see the relationship. 
 
Table 5 Frequency of Attributive - possessive relational clauses in English and Persian 
 Observed N Expected N Residual 
English 12 15.0 -3.0 
Persian 18 15.0 3.0 
Total 30   
 
Test Statistics 
 Pos 
Chi- Square 1.200a 
df 1 
Asymp. Sig. .273 
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The 
minimum expected cell frequency is 15.0. 
    Observing the chi-square test (table 1-5), it can be seen the level of significance is 0273. Since the values of 
Chi-square obtained for the different types of Attributive- possessive were more than 0/05, it was revealed that the 
differences aren’t statistically meaningful. Namely, there is no meaningful difference between English and Persian 
in the manner of expressing attributive possessive relational clauses. 
Q3- Is there any difference between English attributive – circumstantial relational clauses and their Persian 
translations in terms of process, participant, and circumstances?   
Table 1-6 shows the frequency of Attributive circumstantial clauses in English and Persian category. The 
frequency of Attributive – circumstantial clauses in English and its Persian translation is shown in table 1.6.    
 
Table 6 Frequency of Attributive – circumstantial relational clauses in English and Persian 
 participant process circumstance 
same 3 4 4 
different 0 0 0 
 
According the above table, we could find a few attributive – circumstantial clauses. It was found that in all cases 
3 cases there is no difference between the two contrasted languages, (see appendix, example 13). While in no case 
we could find any difference between English and Persian in terms of participant. Regarding Process, it can be 
observed that in all cases 4 cases; there is no difference between English and Persian, (see appendix, example 14). 
Again no instance for difference was found. Regarding circumstances, it can be seen that in 4 cases, there is no 
difference between the two contrasted languages, (see appendix, example 15). In all the 4 cases; it was found that 
the manner of expressing was the same. Inferential statistics are presented in the following. 
 
Table 7 Frequency of Attributive – circumstantial in English and Persian 
 Observed N Expected N Residual 
English 2 2.0 .0 
Persian 2 2.0 .0 
Total 4   
 
Test Statistics 
 cir 
  Chi-Square .000a 
df 1 
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  Asymp. Sig. 1.000 
2 a.cells (1000.%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum 
expected cell frequency is 2.0. 
Considering the chi-square test (table 1-7), it can be said the level of significance is 1.000. Since the values of 
Chi-square obtained for the different types of attributive circumstantial were more than 0/05, it was concluded that 
the differences aren’t statistically meaningful. It means that there is no meaningful difference between English and 
Persian in the manner of expressing attributive circumstantial relational clauses.  
6.Discussion and conclusion  
Descriptive and referential analysis of the data revealed a number of interesting points with regards to research 
questions addressing the frequency of relational types and manner of expressing relational clauses in English and 
Persian which are discussed below in turn.  
Observing the differences in the attributive clauses, according to data analysis (table 1-2) reasonably there are 
differences in number and percentages of processes. Intensive clauses have increased in English and Persian but 
possessive and circumstantial clauses have been reduced both in English and Persian. One of the important 
characteristics of the intensive attributive process is that it cannot be passivized. The reason why an attributive 
clause is not reversible is this way is that the intensive attributive mode involves “only one independent nominal 
participant.       
The results according to descriptive data analysis (table 1-2) indicated that attributive intensive relational clauses 
were used in both English and Persian clauses and their frequencies were similar in the most cases and different in a 
few cases across the two languages. According to inferential analysis table (1-3) there were no significant 
differences between the clauses of English and Persian in terms of manner of expressing. Therefore, based on the 
first research hypothesis, there isn’t any difference between English and Persian in the manner of expressing 
“attributive intensive relational clauses”, in terms of process, participant and circumstances. 
 The results with regard to descriptive data analysis (table 1-4) revealed that attributive possessive relational 
clauses were used in both English and Persian clauses and their frequencies were similar and different in some cases 
across the two languages. Regarding inferential analysis (table 1-5) there were no significant differences between 
the clauses of English and Persian Therefore, based on the second research hypothesis, there isn’t any meaningful 
difference between English and Persian in the manner of expressing “attributive possessive relational clauses”, in 
terms of process, participant and circumstances. 
      In view of the third question, the result according to descriptive data analysis (table 1-6) showed that 
attributive circumstantial relational clauses were used in both English and Persian clauses and their frequencies were 
similar across the two languages. Observing inferential analysis (table 1-7) there were no significant differences 
between the clauses of English and Persian in terms of manner of expressing. It can be said that regarding process, 
participant and circumstances, there isn’t any meaningful difference between English and Persian in the manner of 
expressing “attributive circumstantial relational clauses”.  
The aim of the present research was to investigate and contrastively analyse the types of attributive relational 
clauses based on Halliday’s and three main types, intensive, circumstantial, possessive to find out the possible 
similarities and differences between them. The analyses of the corpora revealed that different types of attributive 
relational clauses were used in both languages, and their frequencies were rather similar across the two texts, and so 
the differences between them were not significant. This study in the line with other studies prove that analysis of 
different types of attributive relational clauses provides some crucial characteristics of the text, since as one of the 
ideational choices provides interesting insights into establishing similarities within and between two languages.                 
Despite general similarities across both English and Persian clauses, in the analysis of different section of 
clauses, there were some differences in the context of usage of participants in two languages. In English, these 
participants were more frequent in the first section of the clause, while in Persian, there weren’t any equivalent for 
them.                                                                                                                          
The ideational function, Halliday mentions, concerns how human being build a mental picture of reality with 
language, how they make sense of what goes on around them and inside them. In this part, the study seeks answers 
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to the question stated in the first chapter. 
1- As stated in previous chapters, the first question was related to the manner of expressing of “attributive 
intensive relational clauses”. 
The result confirmed that “attributive intensive relational clauses” were used in both English and Persian corpora 
and their frequencies were similar in the most cases and different in the least cases across the two languages. In 
other words, there were no significant differences between the clauses of English and Persian in terms of manner of 
expressing. It can be inferred that there is no meaningful difference between English and Persian in the manner of 
expressing “attributive intensive relational clauses”. 
2- The second question was trying to find whether the manner of expressing of “attributive possessive relational 
clauses” are the same or different in English and Persian.  
The results displayed that “attributive possessive relational clauses” were found in both English and Persian texts 
and their frequencies were similar and different in some cases across the two languages. In other words, there were 
no significant differences between the clauses of English and Persian in terms of manner of expressing. It can be 
concluded that there is no meaningful difference between English and Persian in the manner of expressing 
“attributive possessive relational clauses”. 
3- The third question was related to the manner of expressing “attributive circumstantial relational clauses”.  
The result proved showed that “attributive circumstantial relational clauses” were utilized in both English and 
Persian and their frequencies were similar across the two languages. It can be said that there is no meaningful 
difference between English and Persian in the manner of expressing “attributive circumstantial relational clauses”. 
The present research can help those university instructors who want to help students or researchers with writing 
acceptable research articles in English. Moreover, it can be fruitful to the teachers to teach their students to read and 
write more effectively. The information provided by this research would be very illuminating for language teachers 
and student’s translators, material developers.  
The research is limited in the scope of stories only; the other texts can be analysed. 
Furthermore, the lack of more researches in the line with this study is another limitation of this research. 
Texts evaluation has great potential with respect to furthering language research. The results of this study which 
explored some important questions about the frequency and context of usage of relation category can illuminate a 
number of areas for further research. Based on the findings, the following suggestions have been proposed. 
First, the present research has compared the attributive relational clauses in English with those of Persian. It is 
also possible to carry out a comparative study to compare and contrast the frequency of identifying clauses or other 
categories of Systemic Functional Grammar in English and Persian. 
Second, this research investigated the role of attributive relational clauses in stories; it is also possible to 
investigate other texts like news, speeches, political, artistic texts. 
Third, some investigations are needed to be carried out on evaluating the other texts in other functional of 
languages. 
7. Appendix 
Example1     English: Boxer was an enormous beast. 
                 Persian: Boxer heavane besyar doroshti bud.  
Example 2    English: Our labor would be our own. 
                  Persian: Maleke dastrange khish shaved.    
Example 3   English: We could become rich. 
                    Persian: Mitavanim servatmand shavim. 
Example 4   English: I am certain. 
                    Persian: Yaghin daram. 
Example 5    English: On Sundays there was no work. 
                     Persian: Yekshanbeha kar nabud. 
 Example 6   English: Sometimes the work was hard. 
                     Persian: Kar gahi doshvar mishod. 
 Example 7   English: I had no intention of doing that. 
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                     Persian: Man nemikhastam in kar ra bekonam. 
Example 8   English: If they had no more food. 
                    Persian: Agar az zamane jonz ghute bishtari nadashtand. 
Example 9   English:  We have a long day before us. 
                    Persian: Rozi tulani dar pishe ru darim. 
Example 10   English: The pigs had an even harder struggle 
                      Persian: Vaze khukha az in ham moshgeltar bud. 
Example 11   English: By the autumn the animals were tired. 
                      Persian: Dar paeez heavanat khaste budand. 
Example 12   English: We have no means of making sugar in this farm. 
                     Persian: Dar in mazrae vasilehye sakhtanash ra nadarim.  
Example 13   English: It might be in a week 
                     Persian: shayad zarfe yek hafte bashad. 
Example 14   English: Frequently he did not even appear on Sunday morning. 
                     Persian: Sobhaye yekshanbe ham digar hazer nemishod. 
Example 15   English: In these days, Napoleon rarely appeared . 
                      Persian: Dar in ruzha napelon kamtar aftabi mishod. 
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